INVITED EDITORIAL
The silver lining: recommendations to improve the system of radiological protection Was I deceiv'd, or Collected Poems of John Milton (2004, Ware, Herts: Wordsworth Editions) From this bit of courtly entertainment comes the saying "every cloud has a silver lining". If the (figuratively) 'sable cloud' that descended upon Fukushima Prefecture in the days following 11 March 2011 has a silver lining, perhaps it is the lessons that can be learned to avoid future major releases from nuclear power plants and to prepare for this terrible eventuality should it happen again. "The International Commission on Radiological Protection (ICRP) does not normally comment on events in individual countries. However, we wish to express our deepest sympathy to those in Japan affected by the recent tragic events there. Our thoughts are with them." Thus began the message from ICRP released on 21 March 2011.
At that time, just ten days after initiation of the accident at the Fukushima Daiichi nuclear power station, it was difficult to foresee how much effort the radiological protection community would focus on this event. In particular, the role that ICRP would play was not at all clear. As a non-governmental organisation and registered charity, ICRP has neither the mandate nor the resources to provide aid in the traditional sense. The core objective of ICRP is to advance for the public benefit the science of Radiological Protection, in particular by providing recommendations and guidance on all aspects of radiation protection.
Nonetheless ICRP found that it had a significant role to play within this mandate. As an important part of this, on 20 June 2011, ICRP established Task Group 84 on Initial Lessons Learned from the NPP Accident in Japan vis-à-vis the ICRP System of Radiological Protection.
Most ICRP Task Groups are formed for the purpose of developing recommendations or guidance to be published in the Annals of the ICRP, and report to an ICRP Committee. Task Group 84 was exceptional in that it reported directly to the ICRP Main Commission, and was asked to develop recommendations on improving the system of radiological protection, i.e. to inform the programme of work of ICRP.
Task Group 84, led by ICRP Vice-chair Abel González, identified issues and made recommendations relevant to the ICRP system of radiological protection related to the efforts carried out to protect people against radiation exposure during and after the accident. Approximately half of the members of the Task Group were experts from Japanese authorities, research institutes and universities, with the rest being ICRP Main Commission and Committee members.
After sixteen months of dedicated effort, the report of the Task Group was accepted by the ICRP Main Commission on 31 October 2012 during the Main Commission meeting held in Fukushima City, Japan, and the summary report 'Issues Identified from the NPP Accident in Japan and Recommendations to Improve the System of Radiological Protection' released on the ICRP website on 22 November 2012. As the title suggests, rather than trying to identify lessons learned, the summary report identifies 18 issues and makes 11 recommendations to the Main Commission. The report reflects the views of the Task Group members rather than trying to present the position of ICRP, and serves as an important input into the identification and prioritisation of actions for ICRP.
At the meeting in Fukushima City, the Main Commission thanked the Task Group for having completed the monumental task before it both thoroughly and in a timely fashion. It also made several formal decisions regarding the recommendations of the Task Group: that they be used to itemise and prioritise actions in the ICRP programme of work to review the system of radiological protection; and that they be taken into account in the programme of work of each Committee. Also noted was the importance of examining each of the issues and recommendations to assess whether the primary difficulties lie in communication and understanding of the system of radiological protection, or in the system of protection itself. Both are relevant to the work of ICRP, as there is a duty not only to develop the best possible system of protection, but also to explain it as clearly and succinctly as possible. The author has little doubt that, although the system of protection is far from perfect and can be improved, ICRP has done an admirable job on the former, but has left considerable room for improvement on the latter.
ICRP is already taking action based on some of the issues identified and recommendations made by the Task Group. These issues and recommendations will continue to influence the ICRP programme of work for years to come. For example, a Committee 4 Task Group on review and potential revision of ICRP Publications 109 and 111 is planned, which would make direct use of the findings. Also of great value in this undertaking will be the experience gained through the ICRP Dialogue Initiative, a cooperative effort working directly with residents of Fukushima that has been on-going since November 2011.
Task Group 84 compiled a considerable amount of detailed information not reflected in the summary report. The Main Commission has encouraged the members of the Task Group to publish this information in the open literature under their own names so that the entire community can make best use of it. The views may not be those of ICRP, but the work developed by the Task Group members is important to the radiological protection community as we work together to continually improve the system of radiological protection.
It is our moral obligation to make the best of this silver lining presented to the radiological protection community, but we must never forget the cloud in which it came.
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